A. Fisher's view of the importance of replication is consistent with points made byJohnson (1999).
While I do not dispute most of the points RW make, I question whether some of these points have utility to the wildlife profession. In this commentary, I focus on the issues on which I do not fully concur with RW. I offer comments of 2 types: (1) general responses to RW, and (2) remarks related to the points made by RW as they specifically apply to wildlife situations. It is true that a (1 -a) confidence interval gives as much information as knowing whether or not P < a. But it gives much more information. The width of the confidence interval tells how well the parameter has been estimated. The distance from the hypothesized value of the parameter to the confidence interval gives a measure of the inconsistency of that value with the observed data. In contrast to a P-value, a confidence interval allows the reader to know if lack of statistical significance represents lack of effect or too small a sample size (Johnson 1999: Fig. 1) . Further, the clear distinction between confidence intervals and significance testing can be seen in the realization that one cannot test statistical significance without a null hypothesis, but that confidence intervals can be obtained without nulls.
GENERAL RESPONSES
A major advantage of confidence intervals is that they allow (and even facilitate) thinking 
APPLICABILITY TO WILDLIFE SITUATIONS
Some of the arguments made by RW are correct but apply to few situations in wildlife science. As an example, wildlifers can only envy databases like the Cochrane Collaboration, which is based on more than 250,000 medical experiments with random assignments (presumably of treatments to subjects) and for which enough information is provided to conduct meta-analyses. We have nothing comparable, but instead do as RW (2002:265) say: we "rarely replicate results where P< 0.05...."
Robinson and Wainer argue that testing of null hypotheses can be useful when attempting to determine only the sign of an effect, rather than its sign and magnitude. They illustrate this idea with a medical research example in which a new treatment is compared to an old one. Once a treatment has been demonstrated to be superior, ethical considerations demand that the inferior treatment not be applied to additional subjects. The magnitude of the difference between treat-ments is not estimated; knowing the sign of the effect is sufficient to make a decision.
That example is valid but rarely relevant in the wildlife field. We generally need to know the magnitude, as well as the sign, of an effect. Consider the hypothesis: if we eliminate sport hunting on the North American mallard (Anas platyrhynchos) population, mallard survival rates will increase. Probably all of us believe this statement is true. The real question is: How much will survival rates increase? Is the increase in survival rate worthwhile compared to the loss of recreational opportunities? Similarly, we might all agree, even without study, that eliminating all animals that depredate nests of a species in an area will have a positive effect on the nesting success of that species there. But this information is not enough: we need to know how big that increase will be. Predator reduction is expensive and has social implications, and a conscientious manager wants to know what benefits will result from such costly and potentially controversial actions.
Evolutionary Operation
Evolutionary operation (EVOP) is proffered by RW as a situation in which interest lies only in the sign of an effect. As RW note, EVOP is applied in industrial settings when slight differences in manufacturing procedures (temperature, chemical inputs, etc.) are made and the direction of the effect on the product is noted (Box 1957, Box and Draper 1969). Only small changes from current settings are made, so that actual production is not compromised. Hence, effects are likely to be small, too. Robinson and Wainer note that only the direction of the change is important: did the quality of the product improve or worsen?
Box and Draper (1982) provided an overview of EVOP. Interestingly, in their examples, they presented estimated effects and their standard errors, but no P-values or hypothesis tests. Evolutionary operation is akin to adaptive resource management (Walters 1986), which has gained increased popularity in wildlife and fisheries management. Both methodologies focus on learning about the system at the same time the system is managed. That is, managers want to manipulate inputs to the system to seek optimal combinations of those inputs while not varying things so much as to cause a serious reduction in the output. The major difference between the methodologies, in my view, is that natural systems have far more uncontrollable, and often unknowable, inputs than do the industrial systems for which evolutionary operation was designed. It remains to be seen whether adaptive resource management will be as successful as evolutionary operation has been. finite population. Nonetheless, the hypothesis will be accepted if the sample is too small. The hypothesis tl -P2 is much more reasonable to consider; how similar the means need to be depends on the context. This hypothesis will be accepted if the sample is too small and will be rejected if the sample is very large, but for moderate samples, the test can be meaningful. Testing null hypotheses is seldom useful or necessary. The examples cited by RW rarely are germane to the wildlife field. The fundamental need, as RW mention and as R. A. Fisher emphasized, is for true replication. Researchers and managers should not rely on single studies conducted in a single area even over a few years, but instead should require results that are replicated by different researchers using a variety of methods. As Cohen (1994), Thompson (1996) , and others have strongly emphasized-contrary to common misperceptions-P-values do not reflect the repeatability of study results; actual replications are required to definitively establish repeatability. Any single study can yield a P-value, but only consistency among replicated studies will advance our science.
CONCLUSIONS

